Do “Sea Turtles” creep faster than “Soft-shell Turtles”: A quantitative study of academic performance of law faculty in premier Chinese law schools by ZHANG, Wei
Singapore Management University
Institutional Knowledge at Singapore Management University
Research Collection School Of Law School of Law
1-2009
Do “Sea Turtles” creep faster than “Soft-shell
Turtles”: A quantitative study of academic
performance of law faculty in premier Chinese law
schools
Wei ZHANG
Singapore Management University, weizhang@smu.edu.sg
Follow this and additional works at: https://ink.library.smu.edu.sg/sol_research
Part of the Education Law Commons, and the Legal Education Commons
This Journal Article is brought to you for free and open access by the School of Law at Institutional Knowledge at Singapore Management University. It
has been accepted for inclusion in Research Collection School Of Law by an authorized administrator of Institutional Knowledge at Singapore
Management University. For more information, please email libIR@smu.edu.sg.
Citation
ZHANG, Wei. Do “Sea Turtles” creep faster than “Soft-shell Turtles”: A quantitative study of academic performance of law faculty in
premier Chinese law schools. (2009). Guang Hua Law Review. 4, 1-18. Research Collection School Of Law.
Available at: https://ink.library.smu.edu.sg/sol_research/2617
University of California, Berkeley
From the SelectedWorks of Wei Zhang
2009
Do “Sea Turtles” Creep Faster Than “Soft-shell
Turtles”: A Quantitative Study of Academic
Performance of Law Faculty in Premier Chinese
Law Schools
Wei Zhang, University of California - Berkeley
Available at: http://works.bepress.com/wei_zhang/1/
1 
Do “Sea Turtles” Creep Faster Than “Soft-shell Turtles”: A Quantitative Study of 
Academic Performance of Law Faculty in Premier Chinese Law Schools 
Wei Zhang 
 
I. Introduction 
Since the adoption of the “Reform and Opening” policy in 1978, China has revived 
its century long tradition of sending students and scholars to study in western countries.1  
In recent years, the unprecedented economic growth, paired with an increasingly 
competitive rate of compensation, has attracted a considerable number of such foreign 
degree holders back home to work or teach.  In modern Chinese vocabulary, these 
returning talents are named as “sea turtles”, a word mimicking the pronunciation of the 
Chinese equivalent of the English phrase “coming back from abroad”.  On the other 
hand, in compliance with the ancient Chinese rhetorical technique of antithesis, those 
receiving their entire education domestically2 are referred to as “soft-shell turtles”, a 
traditional Chinese delicacy totally home-grown. 
In the legal academia, this wave of studying-abroad started in early 1980s.3  After 
nearly a decade, Chinese law schools saw first arrival of “sea turtles” at the beginning of 
                                                        
1 Hong Rong is regarded as the first Chinese studying in a western country and his earliest trip of study to U.S. was in 
1847. 
2 Throughout this article, “domestic” means inside China while “foreign” or “abroad” means the opposite. 
3 Weidong Ji (current dean of the law school of Shanghai Jiao Tong University) and Yaxin Wang (currently teaching in 
Tsinghua University law school) are thought to be among the first Chinese law students studying abroad after the 
“Cultural Revolution”, both of whom went to Japan, respectively, in 1983 and 1985. 
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1990s,4 and from then on the returning flow of foreign-trained legal scholars has kept 
growing steadily.  Today, these “sea turtles” have accounted for a substantial proportion 
of the faculty in top Chinese law schools.5  Seemingly as a modest admission of the 
strength of legal education in developed countries, “sea turtles” are frequently offered 
better employment terms by Chinese law schools than “soft-shell turtles” in terms of 
professional titles and funding supports.6  Favorable treatment usually assumes better 
performance, yet no quantitative analysis of such potential difference in performance has 
ever been made.  This article is the first one to assess the academic performance of 
foreign degree holders teaching in premier Chinese law schools based on a statistical 
analysis of academic article citations. 
 
II. Data and Methodology 
1. Data 
I selected the entire full time faculty body,7 as of the end of 2008, of four premier 
Chinese law schools, Peking University, Tsinghua University, Fudan University and 
Shanghai Jiao Tong University, as the sample for this study.  All of these four are, 
                                                        
4 Suli Zhu (current dean of Peking University law school), coming back in 1992, is probably among this earliest group. 
5 For a brief survey of the number of foreign degree holders teaching in major Chinese law schools, see Zhong Guo Yi 
Liu Fa Xue Yuan Shi Zi Shi Li Yan Jiu [A Research on Faculty Credentials of the First Tier Chinese Law Schools] 
(hereinafter as “Faculty Credentials”), http://zx.china-b.com/bhddx/zixun_84741_2.html, last accessed: 02/16/09. 
6 There are three ladders of professional titles for Chinese university faculty members, lecturer, associate professor and 
full professor.  Especially in early days, foreign degree holders will be offered directly with an associate professorship 
even at the entry level while domestically educated scholars rarely have a chance to pass the lecturer title.  This higher 
ladder in title naturally leads to better compensations though it is not related to the tenure system which barely exists in 
Chinese universities to date. 
7 I excluded one faculty member of Tsinghua who had all of her education outside mainland China, and another faculty 
member of Shanghai Jiao Tong who had all but the doctoral education in Taiwan. 
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beyond doubt, the most celebrated research universities in China and their law schools 
also among the first tier.  According to an official report made by the Chinese Ministry 
of Education in 2009, the ranks of these four law schools are, respectively, 3, 6, 14 and 10 
of the 600 or so law schools nationwide.8  Apart from their representativeness of 
Chinese top law schools, another important consideration of selecting these schools is 
their location in the two largest Chinese cities, Beijing and Shanghai, which are usually 
the most preferred choices for returning Chinese scholars educated from abroad.  
Accordingly, each of these four schools has a relatively high percentage of “sea turtles”.9 
The demographic information of scholars was mainly collected from the official 
faculty web pages of the law schools.  Missing information was obtained through my 
personal contacts in these schools, and a small part by doing google searches.  Every 
scholar in the sample is assigned with a personal identifier.  “Foreign degree holders”, or 
“sea turtles”, in this study refers to those who officially earned a doctoral level degree10 
from a university outside China, with a minor exception applied to cover those scholars 
formally finished a doctoral level education in Japan but did not earn the doctoral 
degree.11  This defining standard excludes those who merely got a master’s degree, in 
particular the one year LL.M. degree, and those who studied at foreign universities as 
                                                        
8 http://www.cdgdc.edu.cn/xkpg/2009/pgjg07_09.htm, last accessed: 05/08/09. 
9 See “Faculty Credentials”, supra note 5. 
10 These degrees include: Ph.D., LL.D., S.J.D. or J.S.D., and J.D.  However, the only J.D. degree holder in this sample 
might, arguably, have an academic training unlike the rest of “sea turtles”.  As a general practice, top Chinese law 
schools do not employ foreign degree holders without doctoral level education. 
11 As a long time tradition, Japanese universities do not award doctoral degrees to students having satisfied all 
requirements for a doctorate degree at the time of graduation.  Usually, a Japanese doctoral degree in law is earned 
only after years of teaching and research experiences.  This tradition has been changing during the past years and in 
some Japanese universities, especially in case of international students. 
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visiting scholars.  These exclusions are essential due to the prevalence of LL.M. degree 
holders and scholars with visiting experiences in major Chinese law schools.  
Conceivably, such short-term programs are different substantively from a formal doctoral 
education in terms of academic training. 
The database used to collect article information is the China Academic Journal 
Full-text Database which is a part of the China National Knowledge Infrastructure (CNKI) 
project launched by Tsinghua University in 1999 with support of the Chinese central 
government.  Currently it is the largest online database of Chinese academic journals 
and has been subscribed by many leading U.S. universities.  From the CNKI database, I 
collected information of all journal articles, except the categories to be mentioned 
hereinafter, published by every faculty member in the sample from 1998 through 2007.  
The categories excluded are translations, interviews, speeches, seminar reports, abstracts 
of conferences and memoirists.  CNKI automatically counts the total citation numbers of 
each article cited by other articles within three additional databases besides the China 
Academic Journal Full-text Database, and these three databases are the China Superior 
Master’s Thesis Database, the China Doctoral Dissertation Database and the China Major 
Academic Conference Paper Database.  In addition to this total citation number, I also 
counted the number of self-citations for each article,12 as well as the number of 
student-citations in the master’s thesis and doctoral dissertation databases.13  The net 
                                                        
12 A citation by any of the co-authors of an article is regarded as a self-citation. 
13 A student-citation is a citation in these two databases by a student in the same university as the author when the 
author works or worked in that university. 
5 
citation number is calculated by subtracting the numbers of self-citations and 
student-citations from the number of total citations.  To discount the effects of 
influential data points,14 the square root of this net citation number is used as the ultimate 
regressand of this study.  In sum, information of 3717 articles is recorded, and 20 
scholars out of a total of 232 (about 8.62%) do not have any articles collected in the 
China Academic Journal Full-text Database.  The fields of articles are determined 
according to their titles, keywords and abstracts displayed in the database.  Admittedly, 
there is certain amount of discretion when an article is categorized into one of the 20 
academic fields. 
The Chinese Social Science Citation Index (CSSCI) is another database frequently 
used by Chinese scholars to study citations of legal publications.  This project was 
launched by Nanjing University and endorsed by the Chinese Ministry of Education.  
The direct reason why I chose CNKI instead of CSSCI is that UC Berkeley does not have 
subscription to the latter database.  The major difference between these two databases is 
claimed to be the limited and higher-profile source of citing articles (but not necessarily 
of cited articles) in the CSSCI database.15  Also, in general, CSSCI collects a smaller 
number of cited articles and only displays the information of an article if it does have at 
                                                        
14 See Robert Pindyck and Daniel Rubinfeld, Econometric Models and Economic Forecasts, 4th ed., McGraw-Hill, 
Boston, MA (1998), pp.190-191. 
15 CSSCI does not identify its standard of selecting the cited articles.  In fact, it only declares its standard of selecting 
“source journals”, but the database holding the articles in these source journals does not supply citation information by 
itself.  Such information is supplied by a separate database. Nevertheless, in this second database the cited articles are 
obviously different from the articles in the first database while the citing articles seem to be the same (CSSCI does not 
clarify the selection standard for citing articles in this second database either).  See CSSCI website: 
http://cssci.nju.edu.cn/eindex.htm, last accessed: 05/10/09. 
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least one citation by the citing articles.  Moreover, CSSCI includes books in its pool of 
cited articles, and on the contrary, CNKI collects journal articles exclusively.  Given 
these distinctive features of the two databases, I believe CNKI may be better for my 
purpose of study.  First, limited number of cited articles and exclusion of articles with 0 
citations will bring more missing data points.  If one person published 3 articles but had 
no citation, CNKI will still report the information of these 3 articles with the citation 
number equal to 0, but we will find no information about this person’s publications in 
CSSCI and have to treat him or her as a missing data.  A higher percentage of missing 
data will attenuate the validity of this study.  Second, CSSCI contains citation number of 
books.  But books can be very different than journal articles in terms of academic 
property.  Especially textbooks will be heavily cited but of lower originality as a whole.  
This being said, the difference in the quality of citing sources between these two 
databases might influence the conclusion of this study, although I cannot think of any 
specific reason that will make the foreign degree holders’ articles systematically more 
likely to be cited by a lower quality source, and vice versa.  Therefore, the conclusion of 
this study is open to question by a similar quantitative analysis using the CSSCI data. 
A final issue of the database is that CNKI is updating its data on daily basis and 
continually enlarges its coverage of Chinese academic journals.  As a result, the number 
of citations of a specific article explored at the beginning of the data collecting process 
might be somewhat smaller than its number of citations if the same article is reexamined 
at the end of this approximately 2-month process.  Supposedly, this variation will not 
7 
impose substantial effect on the conclusion since the change is very slight on average.  
To evaluate this effect, after having finished the data collecting process, I drew a 10% 
random sample of the scholars, and collected the citation information of their articles on 
April 10th, 11th and 12th.  On June 5th, 6th and 7th I recollected the citation information of 
these articles, and the length of the period between these two data collections is exactly 
the same as that of the original data collecting process.16  The result of this evaluation is 
reported in the appendix (still in process). 
2. Methodology 
The number of citations each scholar’s publications have obtained is regarded as a 
proxy to measure the academic performance.17  Two weighted least square regression 
models are used to analyze the data.  The first one is a direct multivariable regression, 
and the second is a two-step regression based on adjusted sample data. 
The estimation strategy comes essentially from Ayres and Vars’ idea of opportunity 
regression.18  When controlling variables that affect the opportunity to be cited but do 
                                                        
16 The original data collecting process was from 02/08/09 through 04/03/09. 
17 Though people may argue, in particular in the case of China, that citation numbers do not reflect effectively 
academic performance for various reasons, I believe that among the resources currently available to make a sensible 
estimation of such performance, citation number is the most reliable for scientific research.  Indeed, a couple of 
Chinese scholars have already applied this tool to evaluate some general features of Chinese legal scholarship.  See 
Suli Zhu, Cong Fa Xue Zhu Shu Yin Zheng Kan Zhong Guo Fa Xue: Zhong Guo Fa Xue Yan Jiu Xian Zhuang Kao Cha 
Zhi Er [Looking at Chinese Legal Academia from Citations of Legal Publications: A Second Study on the Current 
Situation of Chinese Legal Research], Zhong Guo Fa Xue [China Legal Science] 2003 Vol.2, 161; Bin Ling, Zhong 
Guo Zhu Liu Fa Xue Yin Zheng De Tong Ji Fen Xi: Yi CSSCI Wei Ji Chu De Yi Ge Tan Suo Xing Yan Jiu [Statistical 
Analysis of Citations in China’s Dominant Legal Scholarship: An Exploratory Research Based on CSSCI Data], Zhong 
Guo She Hui Ke Xue [Social Sciences in China] 2004 Vol. 3, 97, but cf. Meng Hou, Shu Ju Ru Ci Fen Zu Neng Fou 
Zhen Shi Fan Ying Fa Xue Xian Zhuang: Ping Zhong Guo Ren Wen She Hui Ke Xue Xue Shu Ying Xiang Li Bao Gao 
“Fa Xue Bu Fen” [Does Such a Data Categorization Really Reflect the Current Situation of Legal Academia: A 
Comment on the “Legal Science” Part of the Report on the Academic Influence of Humanities and Social Sciences in 
China, Fa Xue [Legal Science] 2008 Vol. 3, 30 (questioning the validity of assessing the academic influence of legal 
scholarship through data analysis of citations). 
18 Ian Ayres and Fredrick E. Vars, Determinants of Citations to Articles in Elite Law Reviews, 29 J. Legal Stud. 427, 
429-430 (2000). 
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not correlate with the quality of articles, we can, at least conceptually, compare the 
relative quality of articles from residuals of the regression.  In the first model, I directly 
ran a regression on these variables.  The most important factor that influences the 
opportunity of citation is the age of an article, i.e. the amount of time since an article has 
been in print.  To control the effect of article age, I used article age and squared article 
age as two variables in the regression model.  The article age is controlled at year level, 
in specific, equaling to 2008 minus the year of publication. 
Another variable that may have impact on citation opportunity is the field of articles.  
Presumably, the number of articles published varies, even appreciably, from one 
academic field to another.  If substantially more articles are written on commercial law 
than on legal history, then the commercial law pieces may have a higher tendency to be 
cited.19  Hence, I generated 20 dummy variables, corresponding to the major fields in 
Chinese legal scholarship, to control this effect. 
Probably for some historical reasons to be discussed later in this article, the foreign 
degree holders as a group are systematically older than the domestically trained legal 
scholars while earned their degrees more recently.20  Accordingly, I also added age of 
scholars, equaling to 2008 minus the year of birth, and degree year as two controlling 
variables to take into account the potential bias resulting from these demographic 
differences. 
                                                        
19 Ibid. 431. 
20 An OLS regression of age of scholars on the foreign/domestic dummy variable yields a t statistic of 4.34 (coefficient 
is 1.69), and the OLS regression of degree year on the same dummy variable yields a t statistic of 4.90 (coefficient is 
2.04). 
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The direct regression model is weighted with the reciprocal of the number of articles 
published by each person.  This weighting process leads to an equal treatment of every 
scholar in the regression.  Finally, this article level analysis clusters observations by the 
personal identifier in order to account for the potential heteroscedasticity and 
interdependence across people. 
To further address the age and degree year disparities between the two groups for 
comparison, a two-step model is used to adjust the sample data to reflect the probability 
of including a “sea turtle” in the sample, conditional on the demographic and article 
features under control.  In the first step, I estimated such probability (phat) with a 
maximum likelihood logit model, controlling the age (and squared age) of articles, the 
age and degree year of authors as well as the academic fields.  In the second step, a 
weighted least square regression of the square root of citation numbers was run on the 
foreign/domestic degree dummy.  For the foreign degree holder group, the weight is 
simply the reciprocal of the number of articles published by each person, while for the 
domestic degree holder group, the weight is the ratio between the probabilities of getting 
a “sea turtle” and a “soft-shell turtle” in the sample (i.e. phat/(1-phat)) multiplied by the 
reciprocal of the number of articles for each person.  The same as in the direct 
regression model, the observations are also clustered in this second step. 
 
III. Results 
1. Direct Regression 
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The direct regression shows no significant difference, on average, in academic 
performance between the domestic and foreign degree holders, when judged from the 
number of citations.  Table 1 reports the result of the regression. 
Table 1: Results of Direct Regression 
Dependent 
Variable: 
sqcita 
Coefficient Robust 
Standard 
Error 
t p 95% Confidence Interval 
hg 0.1407661 0.2125634 0.66 0.509 [-0.2783005, 0.5598327] 
aage 0.6442917 0.0724941 8.89 0.000 [0.5013703, 0.7872131] 
aage2 -0.0366241 0.0069343 -5.28 0.000 [-0.050295, -0.0229531] 
age 0.0134686 0.0136008 0.99 0.323 [-0.0133453, 0.0402824] 
year -0.0043737 0.0128258 -0.34 0.733 [-0.0296596, 0.0209121] 
s1 0.1075587 0.3541541 0.30 0.762 [-0.5906526, 0.8057701] 
s2 0.2449543 0.2404087 1.02 0.309 [-0.2290091, 0.7189177] 
s3 0.2272785 0.2262456 1.00 0.316 [-0.2187625, 0.6733194] 
s4 -1.483169 0.4204754 -3.53 0.001 [-2.312132, -0.6542061] 
s5 0.2523494 0.2560044 0.99 0.325 [-0.2523609, 0.7570597] 
s6 -0.6362918 0.2220128 -2.87 0.005 [-1.073988, -0.1985957] 
s7 -0.402164 0.2389792 -1.68 0.094 [-0.8733092, 0.0689811] 
s8 -0.3277183 0.34816 -0.94 0.348 [-1.014112, 0.3586758] 
s10 -0.3220807 0.1460144 -2.21 0.028 [-0.6099466, -0.0342147] 
s11 -0.4986778 0.1978072 -2.52 0.012 [-0.8886529, -0.1087028] 
s12 -0.9848585 0.2722004 -3.62 0.000 [-1.521499, -0.448218] 
s13 -0.8945229 0.1870779 -4.78 0.000 [-1.263345, -0.5257007] 
s14 -0.3642588 0.1959977 -1.86 0.065 [-0.7506664, 0.0221487] 
s15 -0.3715346 0.1793711 -2.07 0.040 [-0.725163, -0.0179062] 
s16 -0.4018452 0.5037256 -0.80 0.426 [-1.394935, 0.591245] 
s17 -0.082139 0.3782304 -0.22 0.828 [-0.8278166, 0.6635386] 
s18 -0.9463058 0.2353306 -4.02 0.000 [-1.410258, -0.4823539] 
s19 -0.9879798 0.5598629 -1.76 0.079 [-2.091744, 0.1157846] 
s20 -1.782427 0.3833331 -4.65 0.000 [-2.538164, -1.026689] 
Constant 8.46705 26.10392 0.32 0.746 [-42.99658, 59.93068] 
Here, the regressor of interest is hg, the dummy variable separating “sea turtles” 
(hg=1) from “soft-shell turtles” (hg=0).  The t statistic is far from the critical value, 
11 
which indicates that the null hypothesis is very likely to be true. 
2. Two-step Estimation 
Similarly, the second regression based on adjusted sample data obtained through the 
two-step process does not suggest any statistically significant difference between the two 
groups.  Table 2 reports the final results of this two-step estimation.21 
Table 2: Results of Regression Using Adjusted Sample 
Dependent 
Variable: 
sqcita 
Coefficient Robust Standard 
Error 
t p 95% Confidence Interval
hg -0.0244921 0.2608928 -0.09 0.925 [-0.5389301, 0.4899458]
Constant 1.828444 0.163527 11.18 0.000 [1.505996, 2.150893] 
The t statistic becomes even smaller in this regression model.  And the coefficients 
of these two estimations seem to fall in the 95% confidence interval of each other.  
These statistics demonstrate that the conclusion is fairly consistent regardless of the 
model used for estimation. 
Figure 1 displays the kernel density estimations (using the Epanechnikov function) of 
the square root of net citations, respectively, for the “sea turtle” group (the red solid line) 
and the “soft-shell turtle” group (the blue dash line).  The kernel density is estimated 
with the same weights used in the two-step regression model.  It appears that at the 
lower end, articles written by the “sea turtle” group is more likely to get some citations 
rather than no citation at all.  At the middle level, i.e. approximately from 3 to 7 in terms 
of the square root, articles of “sea turtles” tend to concentrate at the range from 5 to 7, 
                                                        
21 The results of the first step, the logit model regression, are reported in the appendix. 
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also the upper side within this interval.  The right end of the distributions shows almost 
no difference for the two groups.  These distributions may suggest some advantage of 
the “sea turtle” group. 
Figure 1: Kernel Density of Square Root of Net Citations 
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3. Area Specific Comparison 
I further divided the foreign degree holders into subgroups according to the countries 
where they earned their degrees.  Four such subgroups are formed, each assigned with a 
dummy variable.  These subgroups are: Australia, America (including U.S. and Canada), 
Asia (including Japan and Korea) and Europe (including Germany, France, Italy, 
Netherlands, Switzerland and U.K.).  When these subgroup dummies replaced the 
foreign/domestic dummy in the direct regression model, it appears that only the American 
13 
subgroup (the AM dummy) performs significantly better than the domestic degree 
holders.22  And the outperforming effect is also nontrivial (about 62% increase in the 
square root of net citation number).  The relevant results are reported in Table 3. 
Table 3: Area Specific Comparison 
Dependent 
Variable: 
sqcita* 
Coefficient Robust 
Standard Error
t p 95% Confidence Interval 
AL 0.4435045 0.400606 1.11 0.270 [-0.3462863, 1.233295] 
AM 1.40884 0.4800663 2.93 0.004 [0.4623934, 2.355286] 
AS -0.1154335 0.2848716 -0.41 0.686 [-0.6770552, 0.4461882] 
EU -0.2977866 0.1778962 -1.67 0.096 [-0.6485072, .0529341] 
* Mean sqcita for the domestic degree holder group is 2.260153. 
This area specific comparison was not done with the two-step model, as the current 
dataset does not support a valid estimation for the probability of including the scholars 
from a specific subgroup in the sample when academic fields are still controlled to make 
such estimation.  In fact, most of these field dummies were dropped by the software 
package in the first step, the logit regression, probably because the scholars in each 
subgroup do not write extensively enough to cover those fields.  Consequently, the 
conclusion of this area specific comparison should be treated with more qualification. 
 
IV. Some Explanations 
If we set aside the suspicion about the validity of assessing academic performance 
through number of citations, one explanation for the similarity between “sea turtles” and 
                                                        
22 Since the only Canadian degree holder in the sample does not have any publications, the American subgroup 
essentially stands for U.S. degree holders. 
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“soft-shell turtles” may lie in the nature of legal scholarship.  As some will argue, law is 
largely a kind of local knowledge.23  Thus, an education in foreign law, especially a pure 
study of formal legal rules, does not give scholars a leg up to solve the questions 
confronted by the Chinese society.  The possible exception of U.S. degree holders may 
reflect a distinctive feature in U.S. legal scholarship which emphasizes methodological 
training and the interdisciplinary approach to legal studies.  Notably, of the six U.S. 
degree holders in the sample, three do not have a doctoral degree in law but in 
interdisciplinary studies or other social sciences.  An old Chinese proverb goes, “Better 
to teach people the fishing skill than give them fish”.  Presumably, the American legal 
scholarship provides more adaptable fishing skills so that, after studying in U.S., the 
Chinese law students are relatively better prepared to deal with the legal questions in their 
own society. 
Alternatively, the lack of significant difference in academic performance between 
these two groups may be explained by the special age bracket of the foreign degree 
holders currently teaching in Chinese law schools.  As mentioned in Part II 2., the “sea 
turtle” group is older on average than the “soft-shell turtle” group whereas the former 
also got degrees later.  These facts indicate that the foreign degree holders in current law 
faculty are more likely to be those who attended colleges during the initial years after the 
                                                        
23 Clifford Geertz’s theory of local knowledge has exerted deep impacts on Chinese legal academia.  See Geertz, 
Local Knowledge: Fact and Law in Comparative Perspective, in Local Knowledge: Further Essays in Interpretive 
Anthropology, Basic Books, New York, NY (1983).  Its Chinese translation was made by Zhenglai Deng, collected in 
Zhiping Liang edit, Fa Lv De Wen Hua Jie Shi [The Cultural Interpretation of Law], San Lian Book Store, Shanghai, 
China (1998). 
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recovery of college education in the wake of the “Cultural Revolution”.  Due to the “lost 
decade” of Chinese society, they went to college at an older age than regular high school 
graduates.  After graduation from college, these elder brothers and sisters were also 
among the first team of studying-abroad.  Probably because of the different educational 
system between home and abroad, in general they spent longer time obtaining their 
highest degrees than their college classmates who finished graduate level legal education 
in China.  While they’ve returned to teach in Chinese law schools, the younger 
generation of the studying-abroad team is still sitting in classrooms of foreign universities.  
If this is true, then we might assume that when the older generation and the younger one 
are exposed to similar social and educational environments abroad, the former will differ 
from the latter with respect to acceptiveness to new knowledge, conceivably by reasons 
like weaker language capacities and stronger subjection to path dependence.  This 
hypothesis calls for follow up studies in the future when more “sea turtles” of younger 
ages return to become law faculties in China. 
 
V. An Extra Finding 
Similar models were also utilized to compare the academic performance between 
male and female faculty members.24  No statistically significant difference is found 
using either of the two models.  This finding invalidates potential justifications for 
                                                        
24 On average, the female faculty group is younger than the male group, and the former also earns degrees later than 
the latter.  The OLS regression of age of scholars on the gender dummy variable yields a t statistic of -4.77 (coefficient 
is -2.08), and the OLS regression of degree year on the same dummy variable yields a t statistic of 5.37 (coefficient is 
2.53). 
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gender discrimination in faculty recruitments based on academic performance.  The 
estimation results are reported in Table 4 and Table 5.  The regressor of interest in either 
table is gend (gend=1 for females). 
Table 4: Results of Direct Regression for Cross-gender Comparison 
Dependent 
Variable: sqcita 
Coefficient Robust 
Standard 
Error 
t p 95% Confidence Interval 
gend -0.1118412 0.1736556 -0.64 0.520 [-0.4542016, 0.2305192] 
aage 0.6411297 0.0710306 9.03 0.000 [0.5010935, 0.7811658] 
aage2 -0.0365058 0.0068704 -5.31 0.000 [-0.0500509, -0.0229608] 
age 0.0149439 0.0127529 1.17 0.243 [-0.0101983, 0.0400861] 
year -0.0018658 0.0118156 -0.16 0.875 [-0.0251602, 0.0214285] 
s1 0.1331911 0.3717755 0.36 0.721 [-0.5997607, 0.866143] 
s2 0.2478067 0.2385831 1.04 0.300 [-0.2225575, 0.7181709] 
s3 0.2683901 0.2053521 1.31 0.193 [-0.1364596, 0.6732399] 
s4 -1.478276 0.4125633 -3.58 0.000 [-2.291641, -0.6649117] 
s5 0.2750343 0.2484989 1.11 0.270 [-0.2148789, 0.7649475] 
s6 -0.6280301 0.2212257 -2.84 0.005 [-1.064175, -0.1918857] 
s7 -0.3763329 0.2316706 -1.62 0.106 [-0.8330692, 0.0804034] 
s8 -0.3244054 0.3419134 -0.95 0.344 [-0.9984844, 0.3496737] 
s10 -0.2140392 0.1960234 -1.09 0.276 [-0.6004974, 0.172419] 
s11 -0.4706796 0.1934086 -2.43 0.016 [-0.8519829, -0.0893763] 
s12 -0.9306823 0.2540999 -3.66 0.000 [-1.431638, -0.4297268] 
s13 -0.8325609 0.1908394 -4.36 0.000 [-1.208799, -0.4563229] 
s14 -0.3389608 0.1899638 -1.78 0.076 [-0.7134726, 0.0355511] 
s15 -0.3621792 0.1787614 -2.03 0.044 [-0.7146056, -0.0097528] 
s16 -0.317772 0.5254317 -0.60 0.546 [-1.353656, 0.7181114] 
s17 -0.0633011 0.3856104 -0.16 0.870 [-0.8235284, 0.6969262] 
s18 -0.9615946 0.232976 -4.13 0.000 [-1.420905, -0.5022847] 
s19 -0.8756331 0.5240265 -1.67 0.096 [-1.908746, 0.1574802] 
s20 -1.765318 0.3813036 -4.63 0.000 [-2.517054, -1.013582] 
Constant 3.424171 24.04534 0.14 0.887 [-43.98098, 50.82932] 
 
Table 5: Results of Regression Using Adjusted Sample for Cross-gender Comparison 
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Dependent 
Variable: 
sqcita 
Coefficient Robust 
Standard 
Error 
t p 95% Confidence Interval 
gend -0.0370379 0.1912069 -0.19 0.847 [-0.4140004, 0.3399246] 
Constant 1.971155 0.122618 16.08 0.000 [1.729414, 2.212895] 
 
VI. Conclusion 
This article evaluated the academic performance of foreign versus domestic degree 
holders teaching in premier Chinese law schools.  The quantitative analysis of the 
number of citations does not show any significant difference between these two groups.  
The only possible exception is the U.S. doctoral degree holders who significantly 
outperform the domestically educated Chinese legal scholars.  A similar comparative 
study was also done between the male and female faculty members, which again displays 
no substantial difference in academic performance. 
 
Appendix 
1. Results of Logit Regression in the Two-Step Estimation Model 
Dependent 
Variable: hg 
Coefficient Standard Error z p 95% Confidence Intervel 
aage -0.0318584 0.0867241 -0.37 0.713 [-0.2018345, 0.1381178] 
aage2 -0.0094617 0.0084264 -1.12 0.261 [-0.0259772, 0.0070539] 
age 0.0738975 0.010297 7.18 0.000 [0.0537158, 0.0940792] 
year 0.0906865 0.0100954 8.98 0.000 [0.0708999, 0.1104731] 
s1* 17.28394 20.47994 0.84 0.399 [-22.85601, 57.42389] 
s2 16.92232 20.50445 0.83 0.409 [-23.26566, 57.11029] 
s3 17.78209 20.44567 0.87 0.384 [-22.29069, 57.85486] 
s4 18.32461 20.47225 0.90 0.371 [-21.80025, 58.44948] 
s5 16.31617 20.48278 0.80 0.426 [-23.82933, 56.46167] 
s6 17.77475 20.47684 0.87 0.385 [-22.35913, 57.90863] 
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s7 17.27828 20.45317 0.84 0.398 [-22.8092, 57.36576] 
s8 14.29592 20.47073 0.70 0.485 [-25.82598, 54.41782] 
s11 17.47084 20.48242 0.85 0.394 [-22.67397, 57.61565] 
s12 19.059 20.47317 0.93 0.352 [-21.06767, 59.18567] 
s13 18.85256 20.46897 0.92 0.357 [-21.26588, 58.97101] 
s14 17.40632 20.45655 0.85 0.395 [-22.68779, 57.50043] 
s15 18.66425 20.46603 0.91 0.362 [-21.44842, 58.77693] 
s16 17.35919 20.43652 0.85 0.396 [-22.69566, 57.41403] 
s17 17.86605 20.48034 0.87 0.383 [-22.27468, 58.00677] 
s19 21.88378 20.49334 1.07 0.286 [-18.28242, 62.04999] 
s20 18.10836 20.45152 0.89 0.376 [-21.97588, 58.1926] 
Constant -203.5256 - - - - 
* s9 was left out as the benchmark.  s10 and s18 are dropped by the software package. 
 
2. Definitions of Variables 
sqcita = square root of the net number of citations 
hg = dummy variable for foreign/domestic degree holder (hg=1 if foreign) 
aage = age of article 
aage2 = squared age of article 
age = age of scholar 
year = degree year 
s1 = administrative law 
s2 = civil procedure 
s3 = civil law 
s4 = comparative law 
s5 = commercial law 
s6 = constitutional law 
s7 = criminal law 
s8 = criminal procedure 
s9 = environmental law 
s10 = family law 
s11 = international commercial law 
s12 = international private law (conflict law) 
s13 = international law 
s14 = intellectual property 
s15 = jurisprudence 
s16 = labor law 
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s17 = legal profession 
s18 = legal history 
s19 = maritime law 
s20 = others 
gend = dummy variable for gender (gend=1 if female) 
CN = dummy variable for Chinese degree holders (left out in the regression) 
AL = dummy variable for Australian degree holders 
AM = dummy variable for North American degree holders 
AS = dummy variable for Asian degree holders 
EU = dummy variable for European degree holders 
 
3. 10% Sample Test for Change in Citation Numbers over the 2 Month Period (in 
process) 
